
  

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

B-MEC Comments Responses 

B-MEC-1
 

B-MEC-2
 

B-MEC-3
 

B-MEC-1: The BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis. 

Any leases or permit issued prior to the decision on the final RMP will be 
subject to the regulations in effect at the time, and any stipulations, or 
conditions of approval attached to the lease or permit.  Subsequent chang-
es in law may have to be accommodated in post-lease activities. 

B-MEC-2: The document was checked for consistency. 

B-MEC-3: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-MEC Comments Responses 

B-MEC-4
 

B-MEC-5
 

B-MEC-6
 

B-MEC-7
 

B-MEC-8


 B-MEC-9 


B-MEC-10
 

B-MEC-4: The FEIS provides consistent definitions. 

B-MEC-5: Alternatives A and B do not propose a prioritized manage-
ment approach within municipal watersheds.  Objectives and manage-
ment actions common to all alternatives identified on Table 2-2 address 
cooperating with regulatory agencies to reduce adverse impacts on air 
quality 

B-MEC-6: Action D-WR 1.4 identifies management of priority water-
sheds. 

B-MEC-7: Chapter 3 describes the affected environment.  Section 3.3.2 
Minerals-Leasable, Locatable, and Salable (p. 3-101 of the Draft RMP/ 
EIS) recognizes that public lands within the Winnemucca District have 
high geothermal potential.  This section makes several references to the 
geothermal resource potential of the area, the numerous existing facilities 
within the area, the fact that interest (as of 2006) is increasing, and there 
were several projects coming on line or contemplating expansion.  Figure 
3-35 further illustrates the geographic breadth of interest in the planning 
area. 

B-MEC-8: Chapter 4 analyzes impacts to water resources from mineral 
development.

 B-MEC-9: BLM must comply with laws, regulations and policy applica-
ble to the geothermal industry.  Geothermal resources are recognized in 
Chapter 3 (Affected Environment) in section 3.3.4 (Renewable Energy) 
where the reader is referred to  section 3.3.2 (Minerals), as that is where 
BLM administers those resources. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-MEC Comments 

B-MEC-10 
Cont-d 

B-MEC-11 

B-MEC-12 

B-MEC-13 

Responses 

B-MEC-10: Reflected in the FEIS. 

B-MEC-11: This is a result of the multi-year process for production of a 
document like the RMP.  The BLM had identified a point in time to begin 
the analysis. The PRMP was updated in many areas. 

 B-MEC-12: A Resource Management Plan is, by its nature, a strategic 
planning document and defines Goals or broad statements of desired 
outcomes, objectives which are specific desired outcomes, allowable 
uses, and management actions to achieve desired outcomes.  The FEIS 
has been developed on public comments, cooperating agency review, 
and with District Manager and BLM staff input. 

B-MEC-13: The Energy Policy Act of 2005 is one of dozens of laws that 
needs to be taken into account and balanced within the RMP.  Its provi-
sions have been taken into account particularly in Alternatives A, B, and 
D. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-NGP Comments Responses 

B-NGP-1: 
BLM acknowledges there are numerous laws, regulations and policies in 
place to regulate geothermal power, Congress, through FLPMA, has B-NGP-1 directed BLM to do Land Use Planning  per Sec. 202. Land use plan 
decisions guide future land management actions and subsequent site-
specific implementation decisions.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-NGP Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-NGP Comments Responses 

The Draft RMP/DEIS presented a range of alternatives applicable to 
Geothermal resources.  These alternatives also considered lands open 
and closed to fluid minerals. See Figures 2-30 thru 2-33. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-NLRC Comments Responses 

B-NLRC-1: 
The proposed avoidance areas apply to rights-of-way actions authorized 
by the BLM. Rights-of-way may be granted in avoidance areas  subject B-NLRC-1 
to management discretion or implementation of mitigation measures 
necessary to protect resources.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-NLRC Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 

B-Newmont-1  

B-Newmont-2  

B-Newmont-1:  
The FLPMA and case law clearly provide that operations under the 
General Mining Law are subject to whatever reasonable regulations the 
Secretary may apply.  For that reason the RMP acts as a broad guide 
that informs the public of the resource concerns that occur in particular 
areas.  Those concerns must be taken into account in the specific review 
of any action proposed subject to 43 CFR 3802 or 3809. 

B-Newmont-2:  
The General Mining Law is one of dozens of laws that needs to be taken 
into account and balanced within the RMP. Its provisions have been tak-
en into account particularly in Alternatives A, B, and D.  The RMP, par-
ticularly in those three alternatives, essentially describes what has been 
existing standard operating procedure, on a case-by-case basis, for actions 
under the General Mining Law. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments
B-Newmont-2
Cont-d 

B-Newmont-3

B-Newmont-4

B-Newmont-5  

B-Newmont-6  
 

Business-56 

Responses 

B-Newmont-3: BLM recognizes that the range of alternatives would 
affect mineral development. The RMP describes what has been standard 
operating procedure, on a case-by-case basis, for existing actions under 
the General Mining Law.  That leads to the conclusion that, if operations 
have been permitted previously, the future level of interest and subse-
quent permitting will not be substantially different.  Implementing Alter-
native C would be most likely to result in noticeable impacts to future 
interest in locatable minerals development. 

B-Newmont-4: See response to B-Newmont-3. 

Regarding the difficulty in determining land subject to special stipula-
tions, the BLM has furnished maps suitable for a RMP analysis. 

B-Newmont-5: The Social and Economic section was updated in the 
PRMP. 

B-Newmont-6: BLM must comply with FLPMA and other applicable 
laws, regulations and policy.  The range of alternatives takes into consid-
erations areas containing sensitive resource values and recommends with-
drawing locatable minerals as described in action MR 9.2. As presented, 
the RMP does not create any de facto withdrawals.  The RMP can pro-
pose formal mineral withdrawals within the document.  Those must be 
specifically identified, and would still have to go through the formal with-
drawal process after the finalization of the RMP.  The RMP can also set 
the stage for future withdrawals, the specifics of which are undefined at 
the time of writing the document.  Those too would have to go through 
the formal withdrawal process, and would also include review under a 
separate NEPA document.  



  

 

 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 

B-Newmont-6 
Cont-d 

B-Newmont-7 

B-Newmont-8 

B-Newmont-9 

B-Newmont-10

B-Newmont-7:  

BLM is obligated to take appropriate action to preserve or enhance sensi-
tive species in order to prevent their formal listing as a threatened or en-
dangered species and habitat.  MR 9.2 was modified to include the Os-

good Mountain Milkvetch ACEC.  


B-Newmont-8: 

See response to B-Newmont-6.
 

B-Newmont-9: 

BLM modified this section in the proposed final RMP/FEIS. 


B-Newmont-10:
 
See comment response B-Newmont-9. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments 

B-Newmont-11 

B-Newmont-12 

B-Newmont-13 

B-Newmont-14 

B-Newmont-15 

Responses 

B-Newmont-11: Withdrawals would be suggested in accordance with 
Action MR 9.2 (same in all alternatives):  “Limit the size of mineral with-
drawals to what is necessary to protect the values requiring the mineral 
withdrawal.” 
B-Newmont-12: BLM has revisited this section for the FEIS. 

B-Newmont-13:The comments provided are part of established law or 
case law and there is no need to specify those details in the RMP/EIS. 
The RMP does not establish specific withdrawals, it indicates Bureau 
support for pursuing those identified and any proposed in the future.  
Any withdrawal will have to go through the prescribed process of pro-
posal, review, and NEPA analysis.   

B-Newmont-14: BLM prepared a range of alternatives.  Alternatives A, B 
and D do not propose a mineral withdrawal for ACECs except the Os-
good Milkvetch ACEC, which is included for withdrawal in all alterna-
tives. 

B-Newmont-15: Proper occupancy (43 CFR 3715) under the General 
Mining Law is addressed in Objective MR-8 and subsequent actions.  The 
purpose of CA-MR 2.1 and Objective MR-8 is to assure that such occu-
pancies provide for the continued access of the public to lands surround-
ing the occupancy, particularly if specific access (a trail or road) was ob-
structed by the occupancy. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 

B-Newmont-16

B-Newmont-17

B-Newmont-18

B-Newmont-19

B-Newmont-16: Proper occupancy (43 CFR 3715) under the General 
Mining Law is addressed in Objective MR-8 and subsequent actions.  
The purpose of CA-MR 2.1 and Objective MR-8 is to assure that such 
occupancies provide for the continued access of the public to lands sur-
rounding the occupancy, particularly if specific access (a trail or road) 
was obstructed by the occupancy. 

B-Newmont-17: BLM has developed a range of alternatives relative to 
managing biological crusts; see D-S 1. 

B-Newmont-18: Management of priority watersheds has been revised in 
the PRMP and includes use restrictions that are not directly applicable to 
locatable minerals. Appropriate rights-of-way, following routes that are 
considered by the Bureau to be reasonable, and subject to applicable stip-
ulations, must be allowed for operations proposed under the General 
Mining Law. Avoidance or exclusion zones have no effect on properly 
authorized operations under the General Mining Law. Definitions for 
avoidance and exclusions areas are included in the glossary and account 

B-Newmont-19: 
BLM is mandated to manage public lands for multiple use according 
to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act.  Management Ac-
tion D-VF 4.3 has been revised to include specific management ac-
tions that would be used to maintain old growth stands. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments
B-Newmont-19 
Cont-d 

B-Newmont-20

B-Newmont-21

Responses 

B-Newmont-20: Several factors went into the determination of Priority 
Wildlife Habitat Areas. As a starting point, and through cooperation with 
NDOW, the areas that are designated as Population Management Units 
(PMUs) for the candidate species Greater Sage-grouse were reviewed.  
Many of these areas are also inhabited by the threatened species Lahon-
tan Cutthroat Trout (LCT). Of these areas, the ones considered to be the 
most crucial for protection due to presence of at-risk wildlife species 
habitat, are those proposed as Priority Wildlife habitat areas. The FEIS/ 
RMP proposed alternative clarifies management of these areas to include 
use restrictions and permit stipulations applicable to certain minerals and 
rights-of-way proposals in order to protect these areas. See D-FW 1.2, D 
-SSS 1.2.1 and D-SSS 1.2N. 

The vast majority of the areas were determined as described above, yet 
small adjustments were made based on other considerations such as land 
ownership, habitat fragmentation and areas already under special man-
agement or proposed as such (e.g. WSAs, ACECs), For ease in defining 
and describing the priority area boundaries, section lines were used as 
much as possible. 

B-Newmont-21: As acknowledged by the Commenter, A VRM inven-
tory was completed in 2009. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 

B-Newmont-2  2 

B-Newmont-2  3 

B-Newmont-24 
 

B-Newmont-25 
 

B-Newmont-22: The VRM class objectives are outlined in Volume 2, 
Section 3.2.15, Table 3-23. Management prescriptions are stated in Vol-
ume 5 Appendix B - Best Management Practices p. 15.  The VRM objec-
tives/classes provide the visual management standards for the planning, 
design and development of future projects and rehabilitation of existing 
projects (BLM Manual Handbook H-8400). Evaluating future manage-
ment practices is accomplished through the Contrast Rating System 
(BLM Manual Handbook H-8431-1). 

B-Newmont-23: See response to B-Newmont-22. 

B-Newmont-24: See response to B-Newmont-22. 

B-Newmont-25: See response to B-Newmont-22. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 

B-Newmont-2  6 

B-Newmont-2  7 

B-Newmont-2  8 

B-Newmont-2  9 

B-Newmont-26:Action D-MR 1.1 has been revised in the PRMP.  

B-Newmont-27: The suggested rewording is appropriately addressed in 
the sentence “Revegetate reclaimed area, using a variety of native and 
nonnative seed mixtures appropriate to a local ecological setting.”  See 
BLM  Manual 1745 Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and 
Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants and  Executive Orders 
11987 and 13112. 

B-Newmont-28:RMP recognizes valid existing rights- See Section 1.6 
Constraints #6.  For mineral activities authorized by the General Mining 
Law this is already accomplished by law, case law, and applying the 
regulations at 43 CFR 3802. 

B-Newmont-29: The Osgood Mountain Milkvetch ACEC is the only 
ACEC being considered for locatable mineral withdrawal.  BLM would 
have to amend the LUP to in order to designate ACECs in the areas not 
addressed in this RMP.  ACECs do not, in themselves, cause a mineral 
withdrawal.  The RMP can set the stage for future withdrawals, the spe-
cifics of which are undefined at the time of writing the document.  Those 
would have to go through the formal withdrawal process, and would also 
include review under a separate NEPA document.  Should Congress act 
and designate an area Wilderness, that legislation most often includes a 
mineral withdrawal, which like any other withdrawal would be subject to 
valid existing rights. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments 

B-Newmont-29 
Cont-d 

B-Newmont-30 

B-Newmont-31 

B-Newmont-32 

Responses 

B-Newmont-30: BLM recognizes that the range of alternatives would 
affect mineral development. The RMP describes what has been standard 
operating procedure, on a case-by-case basis, for existing actions under 
the General Mining Law.  That leads to the conclusion that, if operations 
have been permitted previously, the future level of interest and subse-
quent permitting will not be substantially different.  Implementing Alter-
native C would be most likely to result in noticeable impacts to future 
interest in locatable minerals development. 

B-Newmont-31: Section 2.4.5—Wildlife and Special Status Species in the 
PRMP includes an additional rationale for designating priority wildlife 
habitat areas and delineating preliminary priority sage-grouse  areas. The 
BLM used sage grouse population management unit (PMUs) boundaries 
as the foundation to define wildlife priority habitat, preliminary priority 
sage grouse habitat areas and rights of way exclusion areas. General sage 
-grouse habitat areas primarily correspond with the lower priority PMUs 
and rights of way avoidance area boundaries with exception of some areas 
containing important wildlife values (See D-SSS 1.2N).  Priority wildlife 
habitat areas (See D-FW 1.2) and priority sage-grouse habitat areas (See 
D-SSS 1.2.1)  reflect the same footprints as rights of way exclusion areas 
as use restrictions under the wildlife and special status species manage-
ment exclude rights-of-way. The PRMP includes an impact analysis based 
on these proposed management actions. Also see Figure 2-5. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 

B-Newmont-32 
Con- 

B-Newmont-33 

B-Newmont-32:
 
Under EO 13175 an Indian tribe is defined as follows: “[…]an Indian or
 
Alaska Native tribe, band, nation, pueblo, village, or community that the 

Secretary of the Interior acknowledges to exist as an Indian tribe pursuant
 
to the Federally Recognized Indian Tribe List Act of 1994, 25 U.S.C. 

479a.”  Therefore there are no “unidentified Indian tribes.”
 

The EO 13175 also states: “[…]2) where possible, defer to Indian tribes
 
to establish standards; and (3) in determining whether to establish Federal 

standards, consult with tribal officials as to the need for Federal standards
 
and any alternatives that would limit the scope of Federal standards or 

otherwise preserve the prerogatives and authority of Indian tribes.” This 

applies to formulating and implementing policies that may have effects 

on tribes. 


B-Newmont-33:  The FEIS/RMP identifies lands suitable for disposal. 

Disposals are governed by FLPMA, Title II - Land Use Planning; Land
 
Acquisition and Disposition; see Figure 2-66. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments Responses 

 B-Newmont-34 

 B-Newmont-3  5 

B-Newmont-34: See response B-Newmont-33.
 

B-Newmont-35:
 
Attachment documents were reviewed and considered by BLM; howev-
er, they are not included in this Appendix.  To view these documents 

contact the Winnemucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-mail at 

wfoweb@blm.gov.
 

Area 1 - Southern Trinity Range:
 
The lands shown in Area 1 are designated as Available for Disposal in
 
Alternative B.  In Alternative D those lands in Area 1 in Churchill Coun-
ty have been designated as Lands to be Retained after consultations with
 
Churchill County. 


Area 2 - Trinity Range: The lands shown in Area 2 are designated as
 
Available for Disposal in Alternative B.  


Area 3 and Area 4- West Humboldt Range and  Humboldt Range:
 
The lands designated to be Retained in Areas 3 and 4 are designated as 

such due to multiple resource considerations. 


Area 5 - Antelope Range:
 
A majority of lands shown in Area 5 are designated as Available for Dis-
posal in Alternative B.  The remainder are designated for Retention due 

to multiple resource considerations. 


Area 6 - Southern Sonoma Range, and Area 7 - Chimney Project:  The 

lands designated to be retained in Areas 6, 7, and 8 are designated as
 
such due to multiple resource considerations. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Newmont Comments 
 B-Newmont-35 

Cont-d 

B-Newmont-36 

Responses 

B-Newmont-35 (Cont-d)
 
Area 8 - East Twin Creeks: 

The lands designated to be Retained in Areas 6, 7, and 8 are designated 

as such due to multiple resource considerations. 


BLM must balance disposal of public land in accordance with FLPMA.  

Presence of historic mining or current active claim or active exploration 

areas does not in itself warrant disposal.
 

B-Newmont-36:  The FEIS/RMP has removed Action D-SD 1.1 as the 

action is not consistent with BLM Land Use Planning policy or Planning
 
Handbook H-1601-1, Appendix C, pg. 20. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-PFL&SCo Comments Responses 

B-PFL&SCo 

B-PFL&SCo-1: 
Attachment documents were reviewed and considered by BLM; how-
ever, they are not included in this Appendix.  To view these docu-
ments contact the Winnemucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or 
via e-mail at wfoweb@blm.gov. 

Lands suitable for disposal are in the FEIS/RMP (See Figure 2-66) 
based on consideration of public comments to the Draft RMP/DEIS, 
cooperating agency input, and BLM District management and staff 
input. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-PFL&SCo Comments Responses 

B-PFL&SCo-2 

B-PFL&SCo-2: 

See response B-PFL&SCo-1.
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 

Exhibit B was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it is not in-
cluded in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from the link pro-
vided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca  RMP web-
site at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 

B-RP-1 

B-RP-1: 
The BLM recognizes requirements to comply with laws, regulations, poli-
cies and existing valid rights.  This is acknowledged in Sect. 1.6 (1). Plan-
ning criteria and constraints.  The Energy Policy Act of 2005, Executive 
Orders, and policies are among the hundreds of laws and directives that 
have been taken into account and balanced within the RMP.  Those relat-
ed to renewable energy emphasis have been taken into account particular-
ly in Alternatives A, B, and D. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 

B-RP-1 
Cont  -d 

B-RP-2 

B-RP-2: 

Alternative A does not include avoidance or exclusion areas.  The RMP 

designates right of way corridors.  In addition, the RMP allows for 

transmission lines to be built to accommodate energy development.  

Please see Objective LR 5.   


Action D-LR 5.3 identifies management of Rights-of-way (ROW)
 
avoidance areas. Appendix O identifies special stipulations or terms or 

conditions applicable to ROW proposals within avoidance areas. Action 

D-LR 5.4 identifies ROW exclusion areas subject to special manage-
ment criteria which includes recognition of valid existing rights. Valid
 
existing rights are also recognized in section 1.6.
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 

B-RP-2 
Cont-d 

Exhibit A was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it is not in-
cluded in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from the link provid-
ed for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca  RMP website  at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments 

B-RP-2 

Cont-d
 

B-RP-3 


B-RP-4 


Responses 

B-RP-3:  The Record of Decision for the Programmatic EIS for Geother-
mal Leasing in the Western United States amended BLM land use plans 
throughout the Western U.S.  This EIS provided a programmatic analysis 
that included allocating BLM administered lands with geothermal re-
source potential as open, closed, or open with stipulations.  It also includ-
ed best management practices and procedures to enable competitive geo-
thermal leasing.  The EIS also acknowledged that the Winnemucca Dis-
trict is in the process of developing a District specific RMP.  

The Winnemucca District RMP would allocate lands open, closed, and 
open with special stipulations based on a site specific District wide analy-
sis.  The new RMP would be applicable for geothermal leasing, explora-
tion and development. 

B-RP-4:Activities on private lands (such as the waste transfer station) 
have limited effect on management decisions applied to Federal land. 
Management decisions authorized by the RMP would have no effect on 
valid existing rights, including previously-issued geothermal leases.  The 
RMP recognized valid existing rights, including previously-issued geo-
thermal leases, see section 1.6. The No Surface Occupancy recommended 
in this area is related to maintaining the integrity of the Noble’s Route, 
part of the California National Historic Trail system.  See Action D-CR 
6.8. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 

B-RP-4 
Cont  -d 

B-RP-5 

B-RP-5: 

1) A corridor designation is not necessary to build a transmission line 
from the Dixie Valley FKGRA.  This can be accomplished with a single 
right of way.  

2) Class III VRM allows for powerlines. 

3) Alternative B  and C show the area in question to be Class IV 

4) An Avoidance Area could allow uses based on management discre-
tion and compliance with land use plans, BLM policy, regulatory author-
ity, and applicable laws. Stipulation relating to rights of way proposals 
within an avoidance area is located in Appendix O. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 

Cont-d 
B-RP-5 

Business-76 

Exhibit A was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it is not in-
cluded in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from the link provid-
ed for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca  RMP website  at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 

B-RP-6 

B-RP-6: There is no avoidance area at Sulphur.  

There is a designated utility corridor passing through Sulphur and exist-
ing powerlines. ROW proposals within avoidance areas would be subject
 
to special stipulations. See Appendix O. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 

B-RP-7 

B-RP-8 

B-RP-7: BLM provided a range of alternatives with respect to geothermal 
lands that are open, closed, or open with special stipulations. BLM is also 
mandated through FLPMA  to balance protection of resources while  al-
lowing for multiple uses. 

B-RP-8: See response B-RP-7 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-RP Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Sage Design Studios Comments Responses 

B-Sage Design  
Studios-1  

B-Sage Design Studios-1: 
See Action C-WSA 2.1 The boundary recommendations of the Pine For-
est Wilderness Citizen’s Working Group have been incorporated for the 
Blue Lakes and Alder Creek Wilderness Characteristics Inventory.  The 
Citizens Proposal put forward by the Pershing County Checkerboard 
Lands Committee for Wilderness Characteristics Inventory has been 
adopted by this RMP.  This Citizens Group and the BLM determined that 
the Lava Beds did not meet the criteria for Wilderness Characteristics. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Strata Wind Comments Responses 

B-Strata 
Wind-1: 

B-Strata Wind-1:
 
Avoidance areas have been revised in the FEIS/RMP. See D-LR
 
5.3 and Figure 2-60.  The definition of avoidance areas has also 
been revised. ROW proposals within avoidance areas would be 
subject to special stipulations identified in Appendix O. The Sono-
ma, Humboldt, and Tobin ranges have been identified in the PRMP 
as avoidance areas based on important wildlife habitat including 
sage-grouse habitat. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Strata Wind Comments Responses 

The enclosed map was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it 
is not included in this Appendix. This document is viewable from the 
link provided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca  
RMP website  at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/ 
blm_information/rmp.html. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-TGP Comments Responses 

B-TGP-1 


B-TGP-1: 
Mineral leasing is a discretionary action for the BLM, and when allowed 
it is subject to stipulations designed to protect other resources present in 
the lease area. Alternatives A and B recommend a leasing scenario that is 
less restrictive, versus Alternatives C and D.  The parcels identified (N-
87043, N-87072, and N878082) are in areas where there is high potential 
for conflicts with one or more resources. Lands open, closed, and open 
with special stipulations applicable to fluid minerals are identified in Fig-
ure 2-33. 

This letter is included in this appendix at page Business-70. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Responses 

B-USG,I

B-USG,

B-USG,Inc-1: 
BLM has complied with requirements for identification of issues accord-
ing to Code of Federal Regulations at: §43 CFR 1610.4-1 and the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act at: §40 CFR 1501.7  Although a num-
ber of years have passed since initial scoping of the RMP, BLM has de-
termined that the planning issues identified remain relevant.  The PRMP/ 
FEIS has been updated to address changes in laws, regulations and poli-
cy that have occurred since initial scoping. Based on public comments 
received on the DEIS, input from cooperating agencies, changes in laws 
regulations and policy input from management and interdisciplinary 
team input. 

B-USG,Inc-2: 
The RMP recognizes valid existing rights—See Section 1.6. Fluid miner-
al leasing, when allowed, may be subject to stipulations designed to pro-
tect other resources present in the lease area.  Alternatives A and B rec-
ommend the leasing scenario that is less restrictive, versus Alternatives C 
and D.  BLM is required under FLPMA to manage public lands in a man-
ner that protects resources values while providing for multiple uses. 
(FLPMA Sec. 102(8) and Sec. 103(c)). ROW avoidance areas area ad-
dressed at D-LR 5.3. Stipulations applicable to avoidance areas are identi-
fied in Appendix O. ROW exclusion areas are addressed at D-LR 5.4.— 
See Figure 3-60. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-USG,Inc. Comments Responses 

B-USG,Inc.-2 
Cont-d 

B-USG,Inc.-3 

B-USG,Inc.-4 

B-USG,Inc.-5 

B-USG,Inc.-6 

B-USG,Inc.-7 

B-USG,Inc-3: Existing leases are subject to the stipulations placed on the 
lease at the time of issue.  A decision to place limitations on a particular area 
is effective only on future leases.  See also B-USG, Inc-2. Areas south of Ger-
lach and west of Highway SR 447 are identified as Class III VRM. 

B-USG,Inc.-4: Energy Corridors are designated in the RMP. If new Corri-
dors are needed to meet future demand the plan may be amended.  Many re-
newable energy projects will not require designated corridors.  These project 
will be handled on a case by case basis with rights of way.  Rights-of-way are 
permitted in Avoidance Areas subject to stipulations identified in Appendix 
O. Management criteria has been developed for ROW exclusion areas that 
may allow ROW on a case by case basis. See D-FW 1.2. 

B-USG,Inc.-5: BLM conducted a comprehensive VRM inventory (2009) to 
determine management classes.  Contrast ratings are required for all major 
projects proposed on public lands that fall within VRM Class I, II, and III 
areas. VRM management for management Classes II, II, and IV does not pre-
clude development but manages development to achieve VRM objectives. 
Lands south of Gerlach have been identified as Class III areas on the west side 
of SR 447. 

B-USG,Inc.-6: The only alternative to propose large-scale closure in the San 
Emidio Desert is Alternative C.  There is a relatively small closure recom-
mended in Alternative D in the vicinity of the Wind Mountain Mine. By law 
we must maintain the wild and free-roaming nature of the wild horse and bur-
ro population, including in the present management setting (Alternative A).  
Existing leases are subject to the stipulations placed on the lease at the time of 
issue.  A decision to place limitations on a particular area is effective only on 
future leases.  

B-USG,Inc.-7: BLM is in compliance with the NCA legislation. No buffer 
zones around the NCA have been created.  VRM classifications are not buffer 
zones.  Figure 2-33 displays one area south of the NCA border that is pro-
posed as being closed to fluid mineral leasing to protect other resource values 
outside of the NCA. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-USG,Inc. Comments Responses 

B-USG,Inc.-7
Cont-d 

B-USG,Inc.-8

B-USG,Inc.-9

B-USG,Inc.-8:
 
Comment noted.
 

B-USG,Inc.-9:  

According to FLPMA the BLM is required to balance multiple resources 

in developing an RMP. All of these resources are governed by various 

laws and regulations.
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-WL Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-WL Comments Responses 

B-WL-1
 

B-WL-1:  
A range of alternatives were considered that addresses avoidance and 
exclusion areas.  These were taken into consideration in the FEIS.  The 
avoidance and exclusion zones proposed in the RMP apply only to dis-
cretionary actions authorized by the BLM. Appropriate rights-of-way, 
following routes that are considered by the BLM to be reasonable, and 
subject to applicable stipulations, must be allowed for operations pro-
posed under the General Mining Law.  Avoidance or exclusion zones 
have no effect on properly authorized operations under the General Min-
ing Law. Definitions for avoidance and exclusions areas are included in 
the glossary and account for activities allowed by law. 
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